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Abstract: This paper explores epitexts and peritexts (prefaces) written by translators 
to intralingual translations. It carries out a preliminary study on several translator’s 
prefaces (here called ‘translatorial prefaces’) in the Japanese context to determine 
the function that said prefaces have within modern Japanese translations (or 
gendaigoyaku) of Japanese classics, to examine translation methodologies and 
translation issues found in the texts, and to ascertain the level of self-awareness that 
intralingual translators had with their role as ‘translators’. Ultimately, this study aims 
to contribute new approaches to the ongoing discussion regarding intralingual 
translation and the study of paratexts, both in the Japanese context and in a broader 
sense. 
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Caminar sobre adoquines: 
Análisis de los prólogos de traductores en traducciones japonesas 
intralingüísticas 
 
Resumen: Este artículo analiza epitextos y peritextos (prólogos) escritos por los 
traductores de traducciones intralingüísticas. Pretende realizar un estudio preliminar 
acerca de varios prólogos de traductores (referidos aquí como “prólogos 
traductoriales”) en el contexto japonés con el fin de discernir su función en el marco 
de las traducciones al japonés moderno (gendaigoyaku) de clásicos japoneses, 
analizar metodologías y problemas de traducción en los textos, así como verificar 
hasta qué punto los traductores intralingüísticos son conscientes de su rol de 
“traductores”. Por último, este trabajo desea aportar nuevos enfoques al debate en 
curso acerca de la traducción intralingüística y el estudio de los paratextos tanto en 
el contexto japonés como en un ámbito general. 
 
Palabras clave: paratextos, prólogo del traductor, literatura japonesa, traducción 
japonesa, traducción intralingüística, estudios de traducción. 
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1. Introduction 
In postwar Japan, during the Genji monogatari (The Tale of Genji) 
boom that was taking place at the time, Masamune Hakuchō wrote in 
reference to Murasaki Shikibu’s work that he felt ‘unable to read with any 
freedom a novel, a monogatari, that a ten-year-old girl most likely skimmed 
right through’ (Emmerich 2013: 367). Murasaki Shikibu’s Japanese, he 
argued, was ‘not his Japanese –it was as alien to him as French’ (Emmerich 
2013: 370). This unbearable difference between classical and modern 
Japanese made him feel as though he were ‘walking on cobblestones’ (ibid.: 
370) when reading the original. 
Although intralingual translation has been receiving some attention 
over the past few years (see Chan 2002 for a study of ‘intralinguality’ within 
texts; Berk Albachten 2013, 2015, and 2019 for research on intralingual 
translation in the Turkish context; Deane-Cox 2014, and Berk Albachten & 
Tahir Gürçağlar (Eds.) 2018, 2019, for studies on intralingual translation, 
retranslation and rewriting), modern Japanese translations, or 
gendaigoyaku,1 have not been comprehensively studied in Translation 
Studies (hereafter TS). Even though scholarship on issues linked to TS in 
Japan has steadily increased over the last few years, so as to draw attention 
to peculiarities that arise from its specific sociocultural and linguistic system 
(Levy 2011, Sato-Rossberg and Wakabayashi 2012), there is still much 
room for discussion regarding intralingual translation, its methodology, and 
the role and visibility of intralingual translators.  
The lack of visibility of translators is also an issue that has been raised 
several times within TS (Hermans 1996, Venuti 1995/2008). Ellen McRae 
defends the need for their increased visibility by arguing that translators are 
‘ambassadors between cultures’ and remarks the importance of analyzing 
translator’s prefaces as they are ‘an excellent locus for disseminating their 
 
1 This research uses the term ‘gendaigoyaku’ (現代語訳), although it can also be transcripted as 
gendaigo-yaku (separating the ideograms of ‘modern language’ and ‘translation’). Other authors 
also use the words goyaku (literally, ‘language translation’), or kōgogaku (‘colloquial 
translation’). 
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understanding to readers’ (2012: 80). Within this context, paratexts, such as 
translator’s prefaces or footnotes, are not only starting to prove relevant for 
the analysis of translation, but they also provide for new frameworks for 
further research (Batchelor 2018). 
This study is not exhaustive and is based on a limited corpus, but it 
aims to contribute to the discussion that examines intralingual translator’s 
prefaces in order to determine the methodology used in the translation 
process, and to ascertain their translational identity, if there is one, in 
intralingual translators. 
 
2. Theoretical framework 
 
2.1. Previous research 
A previous analysis of five modern Japanese translations of Japanese 
writer Higuchi Ichiyō’s Takekurabe that looked into the translation 
techniques, approaches, and methodologies used by five modern Japanese 
translators showed that some modern translations were closer to the original 
text, rendering the modern Japanese translation more foreignizing for the 
modern reader, whereas other intralingual translations were closer to the 
spectrum of adaptation, particularly those aimed at younger readers, thus 
rendering the texts closer to the target culture (Martínez Sirés 2018: 382).2 
Most interestingly, the comparison of the analysis of intralingual translations 
into modern Japanese, and interlingual translations into English, Castilian 
Spanish and Catalan, showed that within intralingual translation we can also 
find different translation techniques (such as borrowings, amplifications, 
generalizations) as it also happens when translating cultural referents in 
interlingual translations.3 
In spite of this, the analysis of techniques, methodologies, and 
approaches used in intralingual translations, in general, and in particular 
modern Japanese translations, has regretfully not been the subject of much 
debate, and most of the studies have focused on interlingual translations 




2 Venuti distinguishes between domestication, an ‘ethnocentric reduction of the foreign text to 
dominant cultural values’ thus suppressing the foreignness of the TT (Venuti 1995/2008: 81); 
and foreignization, a ‘translation method along lines which are excluded by dominant cultural 
values in the target language’ so as to ‘send the reader abroad’ (Venuti 1998: 309; Venuti 
1995/2008: 20). 
3 See Martínez Sirés (2018) for a schematic representation of the typologies and techniques 
found in the translation of cultural referents in intralingual translations. 
Paula Martínez Sirés Like walking on cobblestones: an analysis… 
 
84 Skopos 11 (2020), 81-102 
 
2.2. Rethinking intralingual translation 
Roman Jakobson is well known for his seminal paper ‘On linguistic 
aspects of translation’ (1959), in which he divided translation into three 
categories: intralingual, interlingual and intersemiotic translation. According 
to Jakobson, ‘[i]ntralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of 
verbal signs by means of other signs of the same language’ (ibid.: 139, 
emphasis in original). In other words, intralingual translation means changing 
the source text A (ST A), written in its correspondent source language A (SL 
A), into a different target text B (TT B), written in the same source language 
A (SL A). 
In intralingual translation, it is then the content of the text that changes 
‘from one poetic shape into another’ (Jakobson 1959: 143), as in when 
‘producing a summary or otherwise rewrite (…) a children’s version of an 
encyclopaedia (…) [or] when we rephrase an expression in the same 
language’ (Munday 2012: 9). In this category we can find, then, several 
types of text adaptation, such as children’s adaptations (literary classics or 
difficult texts adapted for children or young adults), ‘easy read’ adaptations 
(texts adapted for people with cognitive impairments), and rewritings. 
Building on this, modern Japanese translations could be described as 
a process in which a ST A, written in its correspondent SL AC where ‘C’ 
stands for ‘classical’, changes into a different TT B, written this time in the TL 
AM where ‘M’ stands for ‘modern’. Here the ST is changed into a new TT 
through the process of translation, rewriting and adaptation, resulting in a 
new text different from the original (hence ‘ST A’ and ‘ST B’). The SL and the 
TL, however, remain the same (‘A’). Albeit linguistically, phonetically, or 
grammatically different, classic languages and their correspondent modern 
languages are not so different as to be considered completely different 
languages (hence ‘SL AC and TL AM). However, even though Jakobson’s 
intralingual translation mainly focuses on rewriting or summarizing a text, it 
would not be completely accurate to consider the SL found in a classical text 
as the very exact linguistic system in which the TT is written. Because, in the 
first place, it was its ‘distance’ for modern readers that caused the need for a 
modern translation. 
A question arises, however, when considering modern translations of 
classics. Where should the line be drawn between the source language (SL) 
and the target language (TL)? Jakobson’s criteria to define intralingual 
translation becomes vague when analyzing classic or old texts in their 
respective modern languages. Putting himself in the place of TS researchers 
and scholars, Toury (1995: 31) defends the idea of not basing the choice of 
object of a study on a preconceived definition of what is a translation, since 
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that definition will be determined through descriptive studies. The object of 
study, the translated text, will therefore be a text that has been considered 
as a translation by the target culture. In other words, a certain text (for 
instance, an intralingual translation) should be considered a ‘translation’ 
because it has been considered so by the researcher in the target culture.  
This stance has however been criticized by other scholars 
(Komissarov 1996, Gambier 1997, Halverson 1997, Hermans 1995, Pym 
1998). Yves Gambier’s criticism, particularly, raises the problem that some 
cultural groups may not render certain cultural products (such as 
adaptations) to be translations, whereas this consideration may change at a 
different time or by another cultural group (Gambier 1997: 581). This is 
particularly true in the case of modern Japanese translations or 
gendaigoyaku, since in the Japanese context there are intralingual 
translators that do not see their works as ‘translation’, or at least they harbor 
some doubts regarding the adequacy of considering those TT as ‘translation 
proper’, whereas other translators clearly state that their product is a 
‘modern translation’. These discussions prove that there seems to be a 
general agreement on the ‘blurriness’ in delimiting what constitutes a 
translation, to the point that scholars such as Tymoczko have defended an 
enlargement of the meaning of the word so it does not ignore cultural 
diversity and the movement of history (2007). Hence, building on Toury, 
Gambier, and Tymoczko, I will use the terms ‘intralingual translators’ or 
‘modern Japanese translators’, rather than ‘adapters’ or ‘rewriters’, to refer to 
the translators (also turned preface writers) of the intralingual translations 
analyzed. 
In relation to this, this study will examine the ‘translational identity’ of 
translators in their translator’s prefaces. The concept of translational identity 
usually refers to the identity of those translators who have been referred to 
as migrant, diasporic, transnational and translingual (Wilson 2017). 
However, here I will consider translational identity as the sense of self-
awareness of the role of being a translator, be it intralingual, interlingual, or 
intersemiotic. 
 
2.3. Translator’s prefaces 
In his Paratexts: Thresholds of interpretation, Gérard Genette defines 
paratexts as (1) a presenter of the literary work, (2) as an ‘undefined zone’, 
and (3) as ‘an authorial intention and assumption of responsibility’ (1997: 1-
3). Genette divides paratexts into two main groups: peritexts, the most 
typical paratextual elements consisting of messages or images that surround 
the body of a text (such as title, prefaces, covers); and epitexts, the 
elements that exist outside the book (such as interviews) (ibid.: 4-5). It needs 
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to be noted, however, that when Genette refers to paratexts, he has in mind 
works that have been written by an author, not translated works. This poses 
a conundrum when discussing agency in translation, as well as when 
addressing paratexts created by translators, such as prefaces and footnotes. 
Genette defines the preface as ‘every type of introductory (…) text, 
authorial or allographic, consisting of a discourse produced on the subject of 
the text that follows or precedes it’ (ibid.: 161), and distinguishes among 
authorial, auctorial and allographic prefaces. This study will especially look 
into the functions of ‘Statements of intent’ (ibid.: 221-224) of the allographic 
prefaces of modern Japanese translations of Japanese classics, as well as 
epitexts written by the editor of the collection. Genette defines allographic 
prefaces as those written by real persons (as opposed to fictional 
characters, what Genette calls ‘auctorial prefaces’, ibid.: 179). But instead of 
being written by the original author, they are written by ‘a wholly different 
(third) person’ (ibid.: 179). In these cases, the author or the publisher 
delegate the writing of the preface to a third party, usually a person of high 
socio-cultural status that had no direct role in the publishing process of the 
book (Tahir Gürçağlar 2013: 4). Sometimes, in translated texts, this third 
party can be the translator.  
The study of paratexts in translated works has been gaining 
recognition over the last few years in TS. More concretely, Jeremy Munday 
points out that the analysis of translator’s prefaces can be an important 
source to know in more detail the work that goes into producing a 
translation, such as the actual process of translation composition (2001: 
152). Likewise, Rodica Dimitriu posits that prefaces written by translators 
represent a documentary source to translation researchers when trying to 
extrapolate information on the translation process, as well as on the 
translation norms or ideological stance of the translators (2009: 201-203). 
And, on a similar note, Tahir Gürçağlar defends that translator’s prefaces 
can offer several forms of information regarding culture specific items, as 
well as explanations on translation’s strategies implemented by the 
translator (2013: 2).  
The function of prefaces has also been the object of research (see 
Dimitriu 2009). This study will rely on Batchelor’s typology to assess the 
functionality of these paratexts, which identifies up to 14 different function 
categories (Batchelor 2018, pp. 160-161, adapted from Rockenberger 
2014): referential, self-referential, ornamental, generic, meta-communicative, 
informative, hermeneutical, ideological, evaluative, commercial, legal, 
pedagogical, instructive/operational, and personalization. It should also be 
pointed out that one paratext may have more than one function. 
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Translator’s prefaces have been the ‘most widely studied form of 
paratexts surrounding translations’ (Tahir Gürçağlar 2013: 3). And yet, the 
discussion as to whether translator’s prefaces should be considered 
authorial or allographic is still ongoing. According to Genette, self-
referentiality in the preface is the indispensable condition for considering a 
translator as an author, but that still does not solve some existing 
methodological problems. Consequently, Tahir Gürçağlar concludes that 
prefaces written by translators are neither authorial nor allographic, and that 
they should be ‘handled separately in a category of their own’ (2013: 5). 
Similarly, Deane-Cox (2014: 29) places the translator alongside the other 
non-authorial contributors to the paratext that Genette explicitly identifies, 
such as the publisher or third-party preface writers. Both Tahir Gürçağlar 
and Deane-Cox seem to agree that translations should be considered texts 
with their own paratexts, rather than the idea suggested by Genette that a 
translation be considered a paratext of the original text. 
In her monograph Translation and Paratexts (2018), Kathryn 
Batchelor critically analyses Genette’s theory of the paratext and, after 
pointing out a series of inherent contradictions, offers a wider definition that 
aims to include paratexts found in ‘physical’ texts to digital, web-based, or 
audiovisual ones by understanding ‘text’ as any written or spoken words that 
form a connected piece of work. Batchelor then summarizes the paratext as 
‘a consciously crafted threshold for a text which has the potential to influence 
the way(s) in which the text is received’ (2018: 142). In this model, she 
clarifies, ‘a translated text would be considered a text in its own right and 
with its own paratexts, as opposed to being viewed as a paratext to an 
original text, as in Genette’s model’ (ibid.: 142). However, Batchelor also 
defends that the benefits of ‘placing translations alongside originals rather 
than in place of originals’ could be of considerable value to analyze the work 
in question (ibid.: 188). Under her definition, then, translator’s prefaces 
should be considered allographic rather than authorial, following Genette’s 
original categorization. 
In this study I will consider the translated texts as texts in their own 
right, rather than paratexts of the original. However, considering translators 
as ‘authors’ of the preface may lead to some terminological confusion, and 
could invisibilize further the role of the translator writing the preface. For that 
purpose, and also building from Tahir Gürçağlar’s proposal to create a fourth 
category (2013: 5), I will use the term ‘translatorial preface’ for those 
prefaces penned by translators, independently whether there is self-
referentiality in the contents of the preface or not, thus giving preference to 
the authorship of the preface rather than its theme or function. I will hence 
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consider that these translatorial prefaces have equal standing to third party 
preface writers. 
 
2.4. The corpus 
The corpus of texts being analyzed consists of two epitexts by the 
editor of the collection, and eight prefaces written by the modern Japanese 
translators. Postfaces have been categorized as prefaces for clarity. The 
selected prefaces written by intralingual translators have been taken from 
the volumes 1, 2, 3, 7 and 9 of Ikezawa Natsuki-hen: Nihon Bungaku 
Zenshū (‘Edited by Ikezawa Natsuki: The Complete Works of Japanese 
Literature’, 2014-2020), an anthology of Japanese literature edited by author 
and translator Ikezawa Natsuki. I have chosen the Nihon Bungaku Zenshū 
Collection (NBZ hereafter) because it offers several modern translations of 
Japanese classics by different translators, and because there exist several 
remarks by the editor regarding the objectives and purpose of the modern 
translations. 
Limitations of the present study are that it will only qualitatively 
analyze translatorial prefaces deemed relevant from the viewpoint of the 
translation process, methodology, or translatorial identity, hence discarding 
prefaces that lean towards literary criticism of the translated work. 
Further research lines could include the complete analysis of all 
paratexts and their function, and the creation of a list of themes. Identifying 
patterns of themes for paratexts specific to translations and cross-
referencing them to their functions would prove valuable for translation 
research, as Batchelor (2018: 161) points out, since it would give a deeper 
knowledge of what paratexts do (particularly in intralingual translations, a 
field not yet widely explored), and it would show how patterns in theme and 
function have changed over time or across different cultures. 
 
3. The analysis of prefaces in Japanese modern translations 
 
3.1. Analysis of the editor’s epitexts 
It is not always possible to analyze the annotations or comments 
made by editors of collections, because it may be they have not been 
included in the paratexts or they simply do not exist. Nevertheless, they can 
be important in helping to understand the ‘purpose’ of the translation, its 
context, and also provide the readers (and researchers) with a direct contact 
with the editor (or the translator). 
Ikezawa Natsuki, the editor of the collection and translator of one of 
the stories, made a series of remarks in English on the occasion of the 8th 
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Asian Translation Traditions Conference that took place at the University of 
London in July 2017. His comments in the book of abstracts, which Genette 
would refer to as epitexts, state the purpose of said collection and justify the 
translators’ selections: 
 
Japanese literature has a long history, and the Japanese language has 
changed rapidly. Therefore, even well-educated people cannot read 
classical Japanese. To make Japanese classical literature accessible 
to the contemporary audience, I set out a plan to publish Edited by 
Ikezawa Natsuki: The Complete Works of Japanese Literature. To 
achieve this goal, I have asked many Japanese authors to collaborate. 
(Ikezawa 2017: 19)  
 
The intention of the collection then is to make available Japanese 
classical literature to a wider audience. From Ikezawa’s comment we can 
infer that modern Japanese translations are not necessarily aimed at young 
readers (i.e., children adaptations of classics) and could be useful even to 
‘well-educated people’. As for the selection of the translators and translation 
methods, Ikezawa comments: 
 
Why didn’t I ask national [Japanese] literary scholars? Because writing 
style matters more than anything else for literary translations. I took 
care to match authors/translators with the original works. (...) In 
general, I left the translation to the responsibility of the 
author/translator, and kept my mouth shut. (...) Scholars? This is no 
classroom. I want the readers to read [the classics] in their bedroom. 
So they need to be readable. (ibid.: 19). 
 
He justifies his decision of not employing scholars because he wants 
translations to prioritize readability (see Chesterman and Wagner 2002 for a 
discussion on whether translation theory is useful for translators). The 
purpose of the translations is, then, to be ‘enjoyable’. Scholarly translations 
have indeed their use, but Ikezawa aims at a different target readership, and 
has a different purpose in mind. It is worth noting that, as an editor, he ‘kept 
[his] mouth shut’ so as to not interfere with the translation process. This 
seemed to work, because in the same conference he mentioned that ‘this 
project has almost been a success’ (Ikezawa 2017: 19). 
Nevertheless, Ikezawa is also aware that certain readers do not like 
modern Japanese translations since they differ greatly from the original. 
Modern Japanese translations have been criticized over the years because 
of a sense of departure from the original, to the point of even being referred 
to as ‘blasphemous’ by author Mishima Yukio. In fact, Mishima talked about 
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modern Japanese translations as if they were a ‘Japanese nymph wearing 
jeans’, something unimaginable that would unsettle the reader. But the fact 
still remains, as Ikezawa explains, that most Japanese readers cannot enjoy 
classics of Japanese literature because of the difficulty of the language. 
From Ikezawa’s comments it can be inferred that the existence of modern 
Japanese translations is rightly justified. It is not to be used as a substitution 
of the original, but as parallel reading. This aligns to what Batchelor 
describes as the necessity of placing the translation alongside the original 
text (2018: 88). 
 
3.2. Analysis of the translatorial preface in NBZ, vol. 1 
The first peritext that this study is going to analyse corresponds to the 
translatorial preface by Ikezawa Natsuki to his modern translation of the 
Kojiki (Records of Ancient Matters), published in the first volume of NBZ. 
Ikezawa’s preface is particularly interesting as it is fashioned after the 
epistolary style. Titled ‘The objective of this translation — Or a letter to Ō no 
Yasumaro’, Ikezawa addresses his preface to Ō no Yasumaro, the compiler 
and editor of the Kojiki, instead of to the target readers. Ikezawa 
acknowledges in his preface the differences in society, language and culture 
between modern Japan and the days in which the Kojiki was written and 
realizes that in order to understand how those ancient people lived and 
thought, he must translate Ō no Yasumaro’s words into ‘the language of our 
generation’ (NBZ 2014, 1: 5-6). It would not be too far-fetched to think that 
Ikezawa’s desire to create this anthology was, in fact, the answer to this very 
specific desire. 
Following this, Ikezawa starts to ponder about the implications of 
translating ancient Japanese into modern Japanese:4 
 
I am a word technician, as you were, and I have translated several 
literary works until now from English, modern Greek or French into 
Japanese. (....) This is why I thought I could translate from ancient 
Japanese too, but this proved to be exceedingly difficult. (…) Your 
Japanese felt way more distant than (…) modern English or French. 
This bridge was not easy [to cross]. (…) At the end I realized that the 
familiar straight-up route was the best shortcut to climb up this steep 
mountain. (NBZ 1, 2014: 6)5 
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Ikezawa thus describes himself as a ‘word technician’ (kotoba no 
gijutsusha), referring to both the authorial side and the translatorial side of 
his career. Interestingly enough, and similarly to what Masamune Hakuchō 
wrote in reference to Murasaki Shikibu’s Genji monogatari, Ikezawa states 
that ancient Japanese feels more alien than a foreign language such as 
English or French. Nevertheless, he decided to go forward and ‘cross the 
bridge’ (kakehashi). This bridge could be understood as a metaphor for the 
linguistic and cultural differences between the source culture and the target 
culture. Intralingual translation is thus understood by Ikezawa as a bridge 
that needs to be crossed (the expression intercultural bridge comes to mind; 
or, perhaps in this case, ‘intracultural’ bridge), or as a mountain that needs to 
be climbed, with modern Japanese located at the base and classical 
Japanese at the peak. He becomes a packman that needs to guide his 
readers to the top of the mountain. 
He defines his translation policy (‘climbing the mountain’) as very 
unintrusive, trying to ‘leave intact as much as [he] could, [Ō no Yasumaro]’s 
literary style and tone’ (NBZ 1, 2014: 6-7).6 This could be understood as a 
rather foreignizing approach, since the closer the translation is to the 
original, the more distant it will feel to the target audience. Nevertheless, he 
adds that: 
 
Since I was translating your literary style into modern Japanese, my 
intention was to make it seem modern. (NBZ 1, 2014: 15)7 
 
Ikezawa appears to be against archaizing his translation, choosing 
instead to make it look ‘modern’ (imarashii, literally ‘now-ish’). This remark, 
however, can be seen as a contradiction to ‘leav[ing] intact’ the style of the 
author. This preface could hence be trying to appeal to several types of 
readers, both the ones that look for a more ‘classical’ translation, and those 
who would rather read a more modern, understandable rendering of the text. 
Ikezawa also talks about his experience as a translator. Since Genji 









Paula Martínez Sirés Like walking on cobblestones: an analysis… 
 
92 Skopos 11 (2020), 81-102 
 
the insistence of the editor in chief. It was no easy task, and Ikezawa 
particularly pointed out the difficulty of translating the genealogy of the 
Emperor’s House, although ultimately, it turned out to be a ‘fun’ experience 
(Ikezawa 2017: 19). 
 
3.3. Analysis of the translatorial preface in NBZ, vol. 2 
The following peritext corresponds to the translatorial preface by 
Koike Masayo. It is the preface to Koike’s modern translation of Hyakunin 
Isshu (100 Poems by 100 Famous Poets), published in the second volume 
of Ikezawa’s collection (2015). 
Koike’s translation, as explained in her preface, aims not to merely 
convey the meaning of the ancient Japanese poems or uta (literally, ‘songs’), 
but rather ‘to allow [the songs] to be read as “little poems” (chiisana shi) 
written in modern Japanese’ (NBZ 2, 2015: 405).8 Koike also writes about 
this and the importance of knowing the cultural background and the context 
of a text before translating: 
 
I tried to follow the gaze of the old poets in order to see the same 
things when I translated [this text] from ancient Japanese into modern 
Japanese. I am not sure whether we were actually seeing the same 
‘poem’, but the direction with which I attempted to look at that ‘poem’ 
needed at least to be the same. That was not only a problem of words, 
[but rather] a more elemental, physical task; in short, the rhythm of my 
body needed to match [the rhythm of] the poets. (NBZ 2, 2015: 406)9 
 
Here, Koike mentions that she wants to see the ST from the same 
perspective as the old poets. Her aim is to match the rhythm of the TT to the 
rhythm of the ST, which may look like she is leaning towards a foreignizing 
approach, but only in appearance: Koike inadvertently decides to not employ 
free translation or iyaku (‘translation of meaning’ in Japanese, as opposed to 
chokuyaku or ‘literal translation’) to recreate the ancient poems, and rather 
adopts a domesticating approach by prioritizing the adaptation of the 
external appearance (what she calls ‘rhythm’) from the ancient uta format 
into the modern shi poem format. The transfer of meaning and the ‘natural 
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rather literal translation. She walks a blurry line between adaptation and 
translation and ends her preface by stating that the ‘core’ of poetry can be 
found both in the original poems, as well as in the modern translations (NBZ 
2, 2015: 406). She insists on the importance of rhythm for its aesthetic 
values, but at the same time simplifies the prosodical rigor towards the ST. 
 
3.4. Analysis of translatorial prefaces in NBZ, vol. 3 
The next prefaces, published in the third volume of the collection 
(2016a), correspond to Morimi Tomihiko’s translation of Taketori Monogatari 
(The Tale of the Bamboo-Cutter), Nakajima Kyōko’s translation of Tsutsumi 
Chunagon Monogatari (The Tales of the Riverside Middle Counselor), Horie 
Toshiyuki’s translation of the Tosa Nikki (Tosa Diary), and Ekuni Kaori’s 
translation of the Sarashina Nikki (Sarashina Diary). 
The first preface is written by Morimi Tomihiko, the translator of 
Taketori Monogatari. He categorizes his ‘modern translation policy’ 
(gendaigoyaku no hōshin) into two key ideas: (1) not adding things that do 
not appear in the original as much as possible, and (2) not forcing modern 
expressions on the text unnecessarily (NBZ 3, 2016a: 488).10 By this it can 
be assumed that he will limit the input of extra information for the target 
reader and will try to keep the TT close to the ST, hence favoring 
foreignization. Morimi is aware that if he puts too many modern expressions, 
the target text might get loose and ‘run away too far from the original’ (ibid.: 
488), hence favoring a more archaized text.11 
Throughout the preface, Morimi reflects upon several passages from 
Taketori Monogatari and explains that his translation aims not only to 
transfer the meaning of the words, but rather have the readers ‘melt inside 
the story’ (tokekondehoshii) (ibid.: 488). He wants the TT’s target readership 
to have the same reactions as the ST’s target readership; if a scene is 
supposed to be funny in the original, he tries to recreate that feeling as much 
as possible in the translation (ibid.: 489). This is consistent with the 
foreignizing translation approach, and it can also be understood under 
Nida’s dynamic equivalence (1964: 159) and House’s ‘functionality plus 
loyalty’ principle (1997: 126). 
Nakajima Kyōko, the translator or Tsutsumi Chunagon Monogatari, 
agrees in this regard with Morimi and writes in her afterword that ‘the most 
important task for [her], the modern translator, was to properly convey the 
 
10 現代語訳の方針としては、一、原文にない事柄はできるだけ補わない / 
二、現代的な表現を無理して使わないという二点を決めて臨んだ。 
11 そうしないと、暴走して、原曲から遠く離れてしまいそうだったからである。 
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parts flooded by laughter’ (NBZ 3, 2016a: 494).12 Nakajima’s translation, 
however, may appear as being more intrusive, as she admits that she had to 
adapt the Japanese uta poems into modern tanka poems, so as to not break 
the flow of the text (ibid.: 494). Although this decision freed her from using 
unnecessary footnotes, Nakajima explains that she had to face difficult 
decisions and, sometimes, was left with no other choice but to omit parts of 
the original (ibid.: 494). Adapting the uta poems into tanka poems and 
omitting parts of a text are domesticating traits, something very common 
when translating poetry. She also calls herself a ‘gendaigoyakusha’, adding 
the sha Japanese ideogram that in this case means ‘profession’ at the end 
of gendaigoyaku, thus confirming her translatorial identity as an intralingual 
translator. 
In the next translatorial preface, Horie Toshiyuki, the translator of 
Tosa Nikki, talks about the importance of knowing the source culture’s 
context and the need of trying to put himself in the place of the author. He 
states:  
 
This is why I purposely tried to imagine the thoughts that led [Ki no 
Tsurayuki] to write the Tosa Nikki. I tried to work under this preamble. 
(…) [And when suitable] I tried to dig up my ‘author’ side and write 
down, when necessary, annotations to my own translation. (NBZ 3, 
2016a: 499)13 
 
It can be argued that Horie clearly distinguishes his ‘translatorial self’ 
from his ‘writer self’ and, although for most of the time it is his translatorial 
self that takes the reigns, his ‘writer self’ also surfaces sporadically when 
creative writing is necessary, as when writing self-annotations. For instance, 
in this preface of Tosa Nikki, an anonymous work attributed to Ki no 
Tsurayuki, Horie is very aware of Ki no Tsurayuki’s writing style. In the 10th 
C., when this story was penned, literature was considered to be feminine 
and consequently Ki no Tsurayuki, a male writer, allegedly wrote this story 
from the point of view of a female narrator, using the writing conventions of 
the time. This required the text, amongst other things, to be written in the 
kana syllabary. Horie respects this writing style of the ST and also uses the 





13 そこで私は、あえて土左日記を書くに至った彼 [紀貫之] 
の内面を想像し、それを前段に置いてみることにした。(…)、そこに適宜自注をほどこしてい
く「作家」の姿を浮きぼりにしようと考えたのだ。 
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by making the target readership get close to the ST’s culture. This ‘similarity 
of effect’ again brings us back to Nida’s theory of dynamic equivalence 
(1964). 
Finally, Ekuni Kaori, the translator of Sarashina Nikki, also writes 
about her translation method in the preface, albeit briefly, by explaining that 
it is as ‘untreated’ as possible. Here, the word mukakōna-yaku (‘not treated’, 
‘not processed’) should be understood as the translator’s wish to stay as 
close to the ST as possible. The only major license she admits on taking is 
the creation of a separation in the story by adding chapters in order to make 
the reader be more aware of the passage of time (NBZ 3, 2016a: 502). 
There is yet again an ambivalence in terms of the approach of the 
translation: on the one hand, she claims to keep close to the original, which 
would give the TT a foreignizing air. On the other, she divides the story into 
chapters to improve readability, which could be seen as a rather intrusive 
move and, consequently, a domesticating strategy. Regardless, staying 
close to the ST throughout the translation would shift the balance towards 
foreignization, in spite of the chapter separation. 
 
3.5. Analysis of translatorial prefaces in NBZ, vol. 7 and vol. 9 
The following prefaces correspond to the 7th (2016b) and 9th volumes 
(2016c) of the anthology. The translatorial preface in the 7th volume is written 
by Takahashi Gen’ichirō, the translator of Hōjōki (The Ten Foot Square 
Hoot). The translatorial preface in the 9th volume is penned by Furukawa 
Hideo, the translator of Heike monogatari (The Tale of the Heiki). 
In his preface, Hōjōki’s translator Takahashi ponders about the 
meaning of ‘translation’: 
 
Translating from an ancient language, as when translating from a 
foreign language, poses a similar question. Actually, since we are 
[translating from] the same Japanese language, we may not even feel 
that we are ‘translating’. It is just about making closer something that 
has become a bit distant. This is what ‘translating’ classics is 
considered to be. But then, does this not mean that we should not call 
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Here, Takahashi reaches a different conclusion than Ikezawa. Even 
though both translators describe ancient Japanese as something ‘distant’ 
(NBZ 1, 2014: 6; NBZ 7, 2016b: 499), Takahashi does not feel that the SL 
and the TL are different enough for the TT to be considered a translation. He 
is not ‘translating’ a text, but rather ‘making closer’ the things in the ST that 
felt ‘distant’ (NBZ 7, 2016b: 498-499).15 Takahashi is hence inclined to 
consider his work an adaptation, rather than a translation. His objective is to 
make the distant ST ‘closer’ to modern readers, so it could be argued that he 
favors a domesticating approach. 
Takahashi is one of the few translators (or, as he may prefer, 
adapters) who ponders the most about gendaigoyaku translation, in spite of 
doubting whether it should be called translation proper or not. When doing 
an intralingual translation, Takahashi does not ‘feel’ that he is translating 
because he associates the concept of translation to ‘translating from a 
foreign language’, or interlingual translation (ibid: 498-499). 
On the other hand, Furukawa, the translator of Heike monogatari, 
appears to be fully aware of his role as a modern Japanese translator. He 
discusses the translation methods on a linguistic level, like his choice to 
include several narrators in the story or eliminate the Japanese particle no 
between Japanese family names and given names. Following this, he also 
discusses how he translated several culture specific items (which he calls 
‘cultural differences’), such as medieval Japan’s age counting system 
(contrary to nowadays, babies were considered to be one year old on the 
day of their birth in the 12th century), or that the fact that the story follows the 
kyūreki, Japan’s old calendar system. Furukawa thus knows that he is 
changing the text in two different levels (at least): the linguistic one, and the 
cultural one. He is also aware of his role as a modern Japanese translator, 
or gendaigoyakusha:  
 
I wanted to interact with the literary piece of Heike as [if it were] a 
‘modern work’. [I wanted to interact with it] as a modern Japanese 
translator. In other words, I was fully aware that Heike came into 
existence thanks to several authors and compilers. But if we were to 
think about this as one single book penned by one single author, like [it 
is the case with] literary works of nowadays, what things would be 
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Furukawa is then facing the ST as a modern Japanese translator, rather 
than as a rewriter or as an adapter. He does not hesitate to make the 
necessary linguistic and cultural arrangements to make the TT 
comprehensible, and even raises the question regarding whether the TT 
should be considered a translation or an independent text in its own right 
(‘one single book penned by one single author’). Here, Furukawa purposely 
uses the terms ‘one book’ (issatsu) and ‘author’ (sakusha), as if elevating his 
translation to the category of ‘authorial work’, contrary to Genette’s premise. 
Indeed, the issue regarding whether translations should be considered 
independent works or not has been raised by many scholars, most 
notoriously by Susan Bassnett (1980), who considers translations as 
independent products of literature because they end up being so far 
removed from the original. Whether Furukawa is aware of this or not, the 




The analysis of the epitexts and eight translatorial prefaces has 
proved to be a useful documentary source to determine, at least to some 
extent, the translation process that translators planned to follow, as well as 
their level of self-awareness as modern Japanese translators. 
The analysis of the editor’s comments and translatorial prefaces has 
shown that the overall approach of these modern Japanese translations was 
foreignizing (Morimi, Horie, Ekuni and, to some extent, Ikezawa). Ikezawa’s 
style tries to be as close to the original as possible, Morimi wants the 
readers to ‘melt into the story’, Horie imitates the style of the author by also 
using the kana syllabary in the translation, and Ekuni tries to create an 
‘untreated’ translation. The analysis shows, then, that the translation 
methods used in their texts will be –in theory– oriented towards an overall 
foreignizing approach. However, leanings towards foreignization does not 
entail making a translation incomprehensible. All of the translators are aware 
that the TT must be understood by modern readers. In his remarks, Ikezawa 
also explicitly notes that his intention is to ‘make [his translation] seem 
modern’ (NBZ 1, 2014: 15). 
From the analysis of Koike and Nakajima’s translatorial prefaces it can 
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the rhythm over the meaning when translating poetry is rather usual in 
interlingual translation, so using this same approach in intralingual 
translations is not surprising. As for Takahashi and Furukawa, the prefaces 
do not clearly make a stand on which approach they have adopted. 
Regardless, it is important to note that these conclusions do not necessarily 
entail that the translators followed their own directives. Further research 
could include cross-referencing the obtained results with an analysis of the 
texts in order to ascertain whether the translation methods put forth by the 
translators were actually implemented in the TT, since sometimes they do 
not necessarily match (Dimitriu 2009: 199). 
Another objective of this research was to establish whether the 
modern Japanese translators had developed a sense of ‘awareness’ as 
gendaigoyaku translators, what in this paper I called ‘translational identity’. 
We can conclude that most translators do possess a sense of self-
awareness, at least on a spectrum. Ikezawa, Morimi, Nakajima, Horie and 
Furukawa have clearly developed such distinctive identity: Ikezawa and 
Morimi, for instance, mention in their prefaces that they have their own 
‘translation policy’; Nakajima and Furukawa call themselves 
gendaigoyakusha; and Horie reflects on his ‘author’ and ‘translator’ persona, 
clearly distinguishing between them. Koike and Ekuni have a lower level of 
awareness, although Ekuni mentions the word mukakōna-yaku (‘untreated 
translation’), so it could be argued that by admitting that her text is a yaku 
(the ideogram for ‘translation’ in Japanese), she considers herself to be a 
translator as well. Takahashi, on the other hand, harbors some doubts as to 
whether he is performing a translation rather than an adaptation and 
indirectly questions his role as a ‘translator’. For him, a modern Japanese 
translation is the process of bringing the ST and the TT closer. 
As per the function of the selected paratexts, if we follow the typology 
proposed by Batchelor (2018: 160-161, adapted from Rockenberger 2014), 
the majority of the prefaces would fall into the meta-communicative function 
(reflecting on the translation process and its difficulties, like in the prefaces 
of Ikezawa, Koike, Morimi, Nakajima, Ekuni, Takahashi or Furukawa); the 
informative function (clarifying internal properties of the text, such as in the 
translation of poems by Koike, Nakajima and Furukawa); and the 
hermeneutic function (explaining the text’s characteristics as a result of the 
translator’s decisions, like in Koike, Morimi, Nakajima or Ekuni’s prefaces). 
The generic function can also be seen in Morimi, Nakajima, and Furukawa, 
in the ways that they define the category of the text as a modern translation. 
These results come as no surprise given the fact that the present corpus 
was selected on the basis that prefaces dealt with issues regarding 
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translation processes, translator’s choices, and translational self-
identification. 
Ikezawa’s epitexts, his remarks as editor of the collection, should be 
categorized as evaluative, as they outline the importance of the original work 
and its need for the translation, thus claiming a ‘cultural significance’, as 
Batchelor (2018: 160) would put it; informative, since they clarify internal 
properties of the book and reveal its intention (to make Japanese classical 
literature accessible to the contemporary audience); and commercial, since 
the editor also wanted to make the collection known to the attendees of the 
conference where the book was presented. They are also meta-
communicative, particularly when Ikezawa reflects on his choice as an editor 
to select certain translators; hermeneutical, as they restrict interpretative 
options on the target readership (‘they need to be readable’); and even 
instructive, as they guide the reception and use of the product (‘the texts 
should be easy enough to be read without much difficulty in bed’) (Ikezawa 
2017: 19). The editor’s epitexts, like translatorial prefaces, also serve several 
functions simultaneously. 
The increasing number of modern Japanese translations speaks for 
the need of these texts, a utility that goes beyond making a ‘distant’ classical 
text comprehensible. The editor and the translators do not merely wish to 
cater to the functional part of the intralingual translation, they also hope to 
provide the final reader with an enjoyable experience. The function of the 
intralingual translations here is, then, twofold: to make difficult and distant 
texts accessible to modern readers; and to offer a TT that can be valued for 
its own cultural and literary merit as a new product separated from the 
original.17 
By qualitatively examining the paratexts of several gendaigoyaku 
translations, this study aimed to demonstrate that researching intralingual 
translations and their paratexts can lead towards interesting revelations that 
can help enhance the theoretical discussions on intralingual translation, and 
translation in general. 
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17 Other studies have also found another function of intralingual translations: that of making the 
final reader actually read the ST by sparkling his or her interest with the modern translations, 
thus closing the translatorial cycle (Martínez Sirés 2017: 146). 
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Tahir Gürçağlar, S. Paker, and J. Milton (Eds.) Tension and Tradition: 
The dynamics of translation in Turkey. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 
165-180. 
— (2019): “Challenging the boundaries of translation and filling the gaps in 
translation history: Two Cases of Intralingual Translation from the 19th
 
Century Ottoman Literary Scene”. In H. V. Dam, M. Nisbeth Brøgger, 
and K. Korning Zethsen (Eds.) Moving Boundaries in Translation 
Studies. London: Routledge, 168-180. 
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